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Lis We appreciate this opportunity of submitting some of our views to 
your Commission on the matters before you. 

is The National Farmers Union, by way of introduction, is a voluntary 
membership organization of farmers. Our membership includes farmers 
of wide and diverse commodity interests, ranging as it does from 
British Columbia to the Maritime provinces. We do not have membership 
in the provinces of Quebec or Newfoundland. 

a. The concept of the NFU is to unite farmers into one organization 
with a view toward formulating policies which will be equitable to all 
and still succeed in overcoming the basic conflicts of interest that 
are inherent within the agricultural industry. 

4. In the developirent of NFU policies we believe the decisions 
livestock producers, for example, arrive at must not be formulated 
without regard to the needs and considerations of producers of other 
products such as grain. “e regard the production of grain as basic 

to the successful development of the animal industry. For this 

reason we believe there must be a deliberate attempt to establish a 
balanced economic relationship between grain and livestock production 


which will permit orderly growth and development. In short, we 
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believe farmers need to learn to live with one another rather than 
off one another. 
oe This approach in organizing farmers stands in sharp contrast 
to the concept of organizing farmers into a number of separate and 
specialized groups which frequently carry the name of a commodity 
and attempt to legitimize their narrow self-interest representation 
on behalf of all producers of that commodity. This process often 
divides them from farmers who produce different commodities. It is 
an approach to farm organization which emphasizes their differences 
and conflicts of interest rather than uniting them. Indeed, on 
Occasion it may even force cleavages between producers of similar 
commodities such as the recent clash of interest between cow-calf 
operators and the feeders of cattle. 
6. We have observed through press reports the progress of this 
Commission at a number of previous hearings. On the basis of these 
reports, we are left with two major concerns respecting the credibility 
of the Inquiry itself. 
hee The first concern relates to doubt that has been created over 
PUesneeueOre tne Lnguiry Lcself. 
8. To be more specific, the following are examples of press reports 
on representations made to this Commission which, in the eyes of the 
general public, must raise questions of doubt that a problem exists 
at all in the beef industry. 
9. "Cattlemen tell beef industry probers they want no marketing baerd, 
meddling," states a headline report in the April 3 edition of the 
Toronto Globe and Iiail in reference to a submission presented by 
the Western Stockgrowers Association. (See Appendix A) 
10. The Canadian Cattlemen's Association submission is reported to 


have stated that it is, "opposed to any major structural or philosophical 
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changes in our current marketing practices" and further wants no 
marketing boards or other “legislated supply controls” - including 
any impediment to "the movement of cattle or beef north and south, 
across the border.” (Regina Leader Post, April 2, 1975). 
ll. What would have been the impact to Canadian beef producers if 
no import quota had existed on U.S. beef in 1974 when the Toronto 
price was as much as $13.11 above the Omaha price in the 4th quarter 
of that year? (Table 5, Appendix C) 
12. W. F. McLean, president, Canada Packers Ltd., is reported to 
have told your Commission his company purchases its cattle on "what- 
ever system producers want, whether through terminal auction, country 
auction or direct purchases." 
13. He is the same W. ©. McLean who is well remembered by, farmers as 
expressing the philosophy of his company as being to buy as cheaply 
as possible and sell for as much as possible. The three existing 
market alternatives mentioned by Mr. McLean undoubtedly accommodate 
these objectives admirably from the company's point of view. 
14. Mr. McLean is reported to have expressed the view to this 
Comnission that government stabilization of the beef industry is not 
compatible with relatively free trade arrangement with other markets, 
particularly the United States, and added, “What's more, I'm not sure 
it's desirable. If you start to stabilize income in the beef industry, 
you have to devise a mechanism for regulating output.” (Winnipeg 
Tribune, March 26, 1975). 
15. It may be fitting to recall at this time that the 1961 Report of 
the Restrictive Trade Practices Commission had some rather interesting 
observations to make respecting the Meat Packing Industry and the ac- 
quisition of Wilsil Limited and Calgary Packers Ltd. by Canada Packers 


Ltd., about which it stated as follows on page 427 of its Report: 
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4. Acquisition of Calgary Packers Limited and 
Wilstl Limited by Canada Packers 


From the review of evidence of market actions by Canada Packers which 
has been given in earlter chapters of this report tt is clear that the 
Calgary and Montreal markets were considered by Canada Packers to be 
subject to competitive activity on the part of independent packers 
which Canada Packers found difficulty in influenetng on a leadership 
basts and employed various forms of competitive behaviour on its part 
to meet the situations whitch arose from time to time. Calgary Packers 
was one of the princtpal independent packers operating in Alberta and 
tt was also engaged in supplying meat for sale in Montreal and Vancouver. 
Wilstl Limited, with tts plant tn Montreai, bought hogs in Quebec and 
also some cattle, but tt also made considerable purchases of cattle in 
Western Canada which were shtpped to Montreal for slaughter. Wilsil 
Limited also did a considerable amount of custom slaughtering for 
independent packers in Montreal. Wilstl Limited distributed meat 
products not only <i: the Province of Qucbee but also tn the Maritime 
Provinces. 


The evidence tn the tnqutry makes clear that tn the case of hogs the 
price on the Calgary market establishes the basis for all transactions 
in hogs throughout the Province of Alberta. The price on the Montreal 
market plays much the same role for the Province of Quebee and also 

for the Maritime Provinces. ‘The prtce of hogs on the Montreal market, 
at times, has had an important influence on the price of hogs at other 
markets tn Canada and the cattle price at Calgary has also been an 
tmportant factor, at times, in influencing the price of cattle at other 
markets. 


Both Calgary Packers and Wilstl Limited made constderable proportions of 
their livestock purchases on public markets. Thetr acqutsitton by 
Canada Packers removed two independent buyers from principal markets. 

In the case of Wilsil Limited tts purchases of live cattle have been 
reduced drastically stnce its acquisition by Canada Packers under the 
technique of supplying the Montrea.. market with beef that is killed in 
the West (Hearing, p.1588). 


It ts the optnion of the Commission that the aequisttton of Calgary 
Packers Limited and Wilstl Limited by Canada Packers stgnificantly 
lessened the competition prevtously existing in the trade in livestock 
on the markets where the pimrchases of Calgary Packers and Wilsil 
Limited were made, and bec2ause of the tntcr-relattonshtp of markets 
could be expected to lessen the competitive effect resulting from such 
independent buying on Canadian ltveetock markets generally. It also 
appears to the Commission to be ltkely that competttton in the 
distribution of meat products was also lessened as a result of such 
acquisitions. 


The Recommendations of the Commission were: 

6. Recomnendatton 
In the etreunstances the Commission recommends that the posstbtltty 
of seeking a court order under section 31(2) of the present Combines 


Investigation Act be fully explored for the purpose of dissolving 
the mergers of Calgary Packers Limited and Wilstl Limited 
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with Canada Packers. In the event that it is determined that 

such a remedy can not be sought the Commission would recommend 

that the posstbility of seeking a court order under Section 31(2) 

be fully explored for the purpose of prohtbtting Canada Packers 

from making any further acquisitions which would lessen competi- 

tton tn the meat packing industry. 
1 EA The mergers have not been dissolved and we are not aware of a 
restraining order ever having been issued against the Company. 
Mr. McLean was a prominent witness in that investigation. 
18. Allan H. Beswick, vice president of Swift Canadian Co. Ltd. of 
Toronto is reported to have stated he found it "difficult at this time 
to tdentify any sertous weaknesses’ in the Canadian retail beef marketing 
system. (Winnipeg Tribune, March 26, 1975) 
ea Chester Wilcox, meat merchandising manager of Dominion Stores is 
reported to have saic, "I believe the system we're handling beef in now is the 
best system for handling beef at thts time." The company recommended no 
changes in beef marketing at either the packinghouse or retail level. 
(Globe and Mail, March 26, 1975) 
20". He is reported to have refused to tell what long-term effects on 
beef prices result from periods when supermarkets promote special prices 
on beef or whether the company sells only steer beef because of consumer 
demand. 
21 To return to our original concern respecting the need for the 
Inquiry, we believe the above examples of reported testimony which 
purport to represent the views of producers, processors and retailers 


raise a serious credibility problem for the Commission in the eyes of 


the general public. 


223 Our organization does not share the view that the current beef 
marketing system is adequate in compensating producers fairly) fox their 


mroduction. 


23% We have actively encouraged our locals and members to appear before 


your Commission in order that you might have the direct benefit of the 


docs af 3S is ei Ny eon A oh “f m | 
(Si yodtos’® sabras > > gaetdes sisdbee dott 
olond shorn grit’ 1 LO, seoqing  s 9 
abtecon naseet DINO ADIN SASS ES AIPSS: TSR eh ier an 
te bf 


6 tO stbWe Jor ex6 ew bas peetoebae ee tort av 

ware 4 be sae x 
“yn tio ori janksys beyeet need podvect teve 
25 eee 
noitep ideovetk tarls ak asendiw ng mercer ee lanai 


to . bau i 0 ti cigs by ered 3% J2tw8 to Iaobkeong exiv i 


P raed ah 


| ot ian 
ants pss tn sins yah" 43 frend out hades ova ot beduoqss. et % mon 


pnltaxrsa teed [isyou astbened ert at “evmsersines excess use if at mh 
| (evel \d8 dome ,enudizt pecinal) 

et ebxe92 aotaimon to sepsnem potelonsiouem Jaan prea 
a at Wor Ad Yond orithand sya metaye srt ausdied 1 ise eved oF I 
Pe on bohnsmuosex yaeqnoe eft "vanith abilk tm Yood guiSbrmd “cel 
Level ies to oavorpat: Yoeq ott sanitis 46 pass omnam Rood ake 

7 (2veL \aS dozel pees 
», M10 atpatte rist-prol tedw tied of beadtex evari od bes 10get ian 


4) its = 


_ s9Qktg Isivega syomotg avatismreque norlw eboired moat tiveex nen kite 


tommenoo 20 oer ssped toad xgede ylao aliee atid ons sostgactw 


De eee haar . a veal 
esis 12 bean old paisosqaon AISoONED fanipixe two: OF . aa chal or es 


Sibert’ : 
doidw yronmitees betsrodex to aslqusxe evods onis-ceaahh oe SH 1 


azelisies bns axoepeoorg  weppwhoxrg to ewelv orld: “nosexsoR a 
to weye edt ak aokes.immod ents tok iat viLidibexo « | 


“Heed | ‘Justi oid seid woiv ott sisde gon ae 


it 


ane os abet PO ee Peo 


ai my was, 
Cee ne ee 
ey HM = : Mae at - 


, Oe 7) ae 
we Pr ep eer a we —~ T° 7 2 


pioted xseqas oF srodon bas tsaot x 
var dine? Ohe4 
crit 0 stoned sa0xi6 ods ‘event a 

| y, 


-6- 
production and selling experiences and views of beef producers who 
are actively engaged in attempting to earn a livelihood from beef 
production. 
24. Our second concern relates to the depth to which the Inguiry 
itself will investigate the beef industry. 
ie One press report (Globe and Mail, March 26, 1975) refers to 
testimony of Chester Wilcox of Dominion Stores in which he refused 
to provide information with respect to which supermarket chain in the 
Montreal market set retail prices more often than any other. We 
suspect members of this Commission have their own ideas on the question, 
but this and other similar information must be identified publicly if 
the Commission is to produce a credible report. 
26. The relationships between the retail price leader in Montreal 
and the processor trade which apparently ships western beef carcasses 
to Montreal before a price is established must certainly be of interest 
to this Commission. Canada Packers appears to figure prominently in 
this practice according to the 1961 Report. 
Bilis It must be the objective of this Commission to have publicly 
identified as fully as possible ail trade practices relevant to the 
Montreal market and determine whether further judicial investigations 
to probe possible monopoly control and restraint of trade are required. 
Zot It is a matter of interest to observe that neither packinghouse 
companies nor retail chains have expressed any form of concern over 
this type of trading arrangement. 
29. Our organization wishes to have this type of trade practice fully 
exposed to assess the impact of it to the prices paid to producers for 
their product. 
30; It is of interest that the weighted mean price of retail beef as 


reported by the Food Prices Review Board for March-April, 1974, 
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indicates the Toronto-lMontreal markets for retail beef were lower 


than in western cities from which beef was shipped to the east. 


Table I 


Average Retail Beef 
Selling Prices, Seven 
Cities, March-April 


1974 
Weighted Price Range Range 
Mean Price 
All Chains High Low 
$ $ $ ¢ 
£dmonton 1.39 1.57 1.34 23 
Calgary 1.37 1.44 is32 9 
Winnipeg 1.42 1.49 Le aa 15 
Toronto 1.34 1.44 1.28 16 
Ottawa 1.41 1.50 1.28 26 
Montreal L360 1.51 1.26 25 
a Halifax 1.40 1. 46 1.30 16 


Source: Food Prices Review 3oard 


Si: What are the facts with respect to advertising credits and costs 
in the merchandising of meat which was not answered by Allan H. Beswick 
of Swift Canadian Co. Ltd. of Toronto as reported in the March 26 
edition of the Toronto Globe and Mail? 

B26 Is there a relationship between the western carcass trade with 
the Montreal market and the wholesale-retail meat distribution system 
currently being investigated by a Quebec Crime Commission? 

5 46 Another press report (Regina Leader Post, May 14, 1975) states 
that Tom Norwood of Montreal, CN's market manager for food and 


agricultural products, would not tell this Commission what profit the 
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-3- 
railway makes on shipment of meat to eastern Canada from Alberta 

nor whether the railway prefers to carry live or dressed meat. 

34. If this Commission is not to have available all the facts 
respecting the beef industry, its possible conclusions and recommenda- 
tions will, of necessity, be based on incomplete and inadequate informa- 


tion. 


35% It is our belief that many of the problems in marketing and pricing 
which have been experienced by beef producers come as the result of the 
complex and clandestine role being played by the large multinational 
packinghouse corporations and retail chains. They, in turn, are only 
part of the larger international economic community with their private 
economic planning systems over whose decisions we, as farmers and 
citizens, have no control. 
36. While we cannot claim to be able to present a fully definitive 
analysis of the total complex livestock economy, it is nonetheless 
important for this commission to attempt in some degree to concentrate 
on causes and possible solutions to the problems facing producers 
rather than to dwell on symptoms. 
ce To be more precise, we regard as symptoms of the problems facing 
beef producers to inclucle such matters as; 
1) ‘The unjustified low prices for certain lower grades 
of cattle as compared with the price relationships 
to top grades. 
2) The wide spreads that have of recent times prevailed 
between the prices of steers and heifers of similar 
quality. 
3) The inability of consumers to adequately identify 
and justify the price relationships between various 


cuts and kinds of meat to the prices received by 


producers. 
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4) The implied existence of a surplus of beef in Canada 

when in reality we remain net importers of beef. 

(Table 4, Appendix C) 
38. The unstable marketing and pricing situation facing farmers is 
in large measure an outgrowth of the attempts made by the federal 
government to solve the heavy grain inventory problems of the late 
sixties through stimulating expanded production into red meats. This 
Stimulation has been actively encouraged by provincial governments as 
well. 


39. It is often difficult to identify the motives of government 


programs which express the desire to assist lower and middle income 
farmers to improve their economic positions; to materially assist 

young farmers in becoming established in farming or to maximize proper 
use of land resources. However, there are occasionally other consider- 


ations extended by governments to justify such programs. 


40. Expansion in meat production is functional to the expansion 
of the meat packing industry and urban employment opportunities 


created as a result in the processing and related service industries. 
This is often a foremost consideration of federal and provincial 
programs although less publicly Giscussed or understood. 


41. In the absence of meaningful order in the marketplace or price 


guarantees to farmers, which provincial treasuries are usually unable 
to adequately provide for, the main burden of financial risk resulting 


from erratic market behavior is assumed by primary producers. Their 


vulnerability to the possibility of suffering heavy losses contributes 
to their possible bankruptcy and instability of production. 

42. This factor was recognized by all four western provincial govern- 
ments in the extension last winter of interest-free loans to cow-calf 


Operators to avoid total collapse of the beef production industry. 
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43% The encouragement of beef cattle production through the 
diversion of lands from grain production to grassland was high on the 
priority list of the Federal Task Force outlined in its report, 
"Agriculture in the Seventies”. 
44, While federal politicians insisted that the views outlined in 
that report were strictly those of the Task Force itself without 


commitment on the part of the government to implement its recommenda- 


tions in whole or in part, it is more than coincidence that by far 
the greater number of major federal policies enacted since the release 
of the report in early 1970 run a close parallel to its recommendations. 


45. The situation today in beef is a haunting reminder of the Federal 
Government's LIFT program which was a major Po comandeeion contained 

in the Task Force Report. 

46. Operation LIFT was a recommendation allied to the Task Force's 
views on future prospects for beef production in Canada, about which 

it stated in part as follows: 


‘ World demand for beef wtll continue to rise more raptdly than 
supply and world prices will be strong. Most of the projected 
defitett wtll occur in North America. 


: There is a need to find some alternative use for at least 10 
millton acres of Pratrie land which must be removed from 
wheat productton. 


Governments and producers should accept as a target the 

export of 500,000 feeder cattle per year by 1980 and the 
production of enough beef and veal to meet Canadian consumption 
demands tn full. 


, Datry farmers in Quebec and Ontarto should constder carefully 
the desirability of retatning calves which are now sold at 
low wetghts tn order to produce heavier veal animals or 
feeders. 


: The Federal Government should dtrect some of the funds 
eurrently made avatlable through the Temporary Wheat Reserves 
Act for payments to encourage diverston of resources from 
grain to cattle production. 


: The Canadian Datry Adjustment Commission should provide 
positive incentives for milk producers to move into beef 
production. 
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: Per captta Canadian consumption of beef will rise in 1980 to 
at least 100 pounds per capita (compared with 87 pounds in 
1968) and could reach 110 pounds. Veal consumption will 
average 6.9 pounds, compared with 6.4 pounds in 1968. 
47. The Task Force forecasts and recommendations are now thoroughly discredited , 
just half way to the target date of 1989. 
48. Some underlying causes which have contributed to the intolerable 


Marketing and pricing concitions which beset beef producers are not 


created by meat surplus but by: 


a) The failure on the part of federal and provincial authorities 
to adequately recognize that stimulation for growth of the meat industry 
would trigger in the short run high market demand and prices for breeding 
and feeder animals. 

b) An assumption that the availability of cheap feed grains of 
the late sixties and early seventies would continue indefinitely and 


that the open marketing of feed grain could best serve the interests 
of meat producers. 

c) The failure to understand consumer reaction to rising meat 
prices particularly for beef as more animals held hack on farms for 
breeding stock resulted in short-term inflationary market pressures 
for finished cattle and declines in per capita meat consumption. 


d) The present market system for cattle is oriented to favour 


processors and the retail trade. Price instability exists because 


market prices bear no relationship to production costs and market 
imperfections and distortions caused by such things as strong feed 

grain prices created by world conditions and the impact of heavy 

imports into Canada of U.S. slaughter cattle in 1973 and early 1974 
resulted in falling market prices for slaughter cattle. This Commission 
would do well to determine who are the major importers of beef into 
Canada at critical times and the impact of such imports on Canadian 


beef producers. 
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e) The ad hoc beef subsidy program of 7¢ per lb. for A 1-4 
slaughter cattle introduced March 18, 1974, was subsequently largely 
ripped off by packing companies. Price spreads between top grade 
steers and heifers reached intolerable and inexcusable levels. 

f) The pressure of heavy financial losses experienced by the 
producers of slaughter cattle since spring of 1974 resulted in sharp 
drops in prices and demand for feeder cattle. Cow-calf operators 
geared to meet the needs of what was supposed to be an expanding 
industry were left “holding the bag”. They remain in economic 
difficulty to this day. (See Appendix B). What is sacred about a 
market system that has victimized beef producers so severely that 
many have gone out of beef production? Whose interests are served 
by such a system? What is sacred about a marketing system which pays 
a producer an arbitrary price for beef animals which is unrelated to 


and does not necessarily reflect official government quality grades? 


49, The current concepts of beef stabilization as visualized under 
Bill C-50, amendments to the Agriculture Stabilization Act, too, are 
unrealistic, in our view, in providing price stability to beef 
producers. 

50. The beef stabilization program was announced last August 2 and 
is operational in a fiscal period of one year ending August 1l, 1975, 
even though it is not yet law. 

of The guaranteed support price was set at $45.42 per hundredweight 
basis Al and A2 steers and heifers marketed at Toronto, Calgary and 
Winnipeg. If at the end of the 12 month period, the national average 
price for Al and A2 steers and heifers weighted for volumes of sales 
at these markets is below $45.42/cwt., the federal government will 
make a direct payment to producers on eligible cattle -- which an 


August 29, 1974 press release of Agriculture Canada explains will 
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include payments on “all eligible A, B and C cattle”. 
Sin In the first nine months of this program the average weighted 
price for Al and A2 steers and heifers was $43.59 with the months of 
January, February, March and April all below the support price of 
$45.42/cwt. 


Table 2 


Agricultural Stabilization Beef Program 


Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. dang Feb.) Mar. J5Apr. 


Nationally 
Weighted 48.36 48324 S47974 @aS38 S46461 $42969 37.87 37292939435 
Average 


Source: Canada Livestock and Meat Trade Report, May 15, 1975. 


53. Will beef producers who have suffered serious market losses in 

the marketing of their livestock recover any of these losses from 

the Stabilization program? 

54. No one knows, but it is predictable that if current stronger 

price levels prevail in the three months remaining in the current fiscal 
period, the weighted price will recover from the current indicated 
deficiency of $1.83/cwt. The losses of earlier marketings will be 

borne by producers. It will have done nothing to erase instability. 

55. The beef stabilization program as presently structured is, in 

our view, largely a numbers game. 


56. Consider for example the following facts: 


52% Since August, average monthly heifer prices on the Calgary and 
Winnipeg markets have never been above the support level of $45.42, 
and only in September, October and November on the Toronto market. 
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Average Monthly Prices, Al, 2, Slaughter Steers and Heifers 


Calgary 
Steers 


Heifers 


Winnipeg 
Steers 
Heifers 
Toronto 
Steers 
Heifers 


Source: 


58. The 
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Table 3 


August 1974 - February 1975 


Aug. 


49.01 
40.62 


Sekliy 
40.11 


Devan luk 
43.93 


Sept. 


48.68 
43.64 


49.77 
41.75 


oye Res jae 
46.50 


Oct e 
47.75 
42.97 


47.78 
42.37 


49.88 
45.89 


Nov. 
oN OPE bo 
43.19 


50.25 
42.11 


Bea 
47.10 


Dec. 


48.44 


40.42 


48.20 
40.13 


50597 
43.14 


Canada Livestock and Meat Trade Reports 


Jan. 
43.11 
36.34 


44.27 
36.79 


48.45 
40.52 


Feb. 
BW IA et 
34.80 


38.26 
34.23 


41.58 
38.04 


Mar. 
Ry seme | 
zy Lege BS 


36.73 
33.38 


39.94 
36.33 


stabilization program will do nothing to correct the extremely 


unjustified steer-heifer price disparity that appears to have 


regular phenomenon in 1974 and is continuing in 1975. 


59. The basis for considering the Toronto, Winnipeg and Calgary 
markets as proper for determining the national average weighted price 
is highly suspect. 


60. The Toronto market price is traditionally the highest in the 


country for both steers and heifers and accounted for 58.7 per cent 


of marketings in the three markets for Al and 2 steers and heifers in 


the first eight month period of the program. 


61. The weighting formula is distorted by the Toronto price since 


lower prices realized on 


5 prairie markets are ignored. 


62. These markets, including Lethbridge, Edmonton, Regina, Saskatoon 


and Prince Albert recorded handlings of 47,202 Al, 


in the & month period or 19.2% of total public marketings of this 


class of 


cattle. 


2 steers and heifers 


63. If marketings through these five yards were included as part of 
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the national weighted price formula, Toronto would account for only 
47.4 per cent of Al, 2 steer and heifer marketings in the first eight 


months of the current stabilization program. 


64. Heifers grading Al and 2 accounted for 73,481 or 36.9 per cent of 
the total eight month deliveries of 198,941 Al and 2 steers and heifers 


on these three markets. The Toronto market handled 64.8 per cent of 
all Al and 2 heifer marketings on these three markets. Since the 
Toronto heifer price is from $3 to $5 higher than the Winnipeg or 
Calgary price, the influence of lower western heifer prices ona 
national weighted average price is less pronounced through exclusion of 
the five markets in question. 
65. If all seven western marketings were included as part of the 
national average weighted price, Toronto marketings of Al and 2 heifers 
would account for only 51.7 per cent of total heifer marketings. 
66. Bearing in mind that the Minister of Agriculture Eugene Whelan in 
March, 1974 used a break-even figure of $52.00 per cwt. for top grade 
slaughter steers, it is evident that both the level of stabilization 
and the concepts of its implementation are grossly inadequate. 
67. While there are those who debunk as unnecessary any kind of support 
for beef cattle, we are not aware of even the most rabid free 
enterpriser who fails to take full advantage of any form of government 
Subsidy payment if and when it is made. 
68. We attribute the present economic problems faced by livestock 
producers to five basic causes: 

1) The absence of any real farm bargaining power in the market 
place to countervail the powerful domination and manipulation of the 


price setting mechanism by the packinghouse and retail food industry. 


2) The absence of a properly directed supply management program 
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to counteract the ability on the part of the packinghouse industry to 
manipulate prices and supplies through employment of such techniques 
as direct production contracts, manipulation of supplies between 
various production areas or through imports in order to exploit farmers 
for its own ends through the so-called “free market". 

3) The continuing absence of meaningful stabilization programs 
which will assure farmers price guarantees related to production costs. 

4) The absence of any meaningful mechanism that can direct its 
efforts toward expanding our meat trade particularly in beef with other 


countries in order to diversity our reliance on the U.S. as a principal 
trading partner for our export sales of meat. 

5) The absence of an orderly marketing system for feed grains 
which is fundamental in establishing a proper price relationship between 
the costs of inputs and the prices paid to producers for their livestock. 
69. Our recommendations to the current problems in livestock pricing 
and marketing can best he expressed through outlining the livestock 
policy adopted by our Fifth Annual Convention held in Winnipeg, 

December 2-6, 1974, and attended by some 600 NFU members, of which a 
high proportion were livestock procucers. 
70. The livestock policy adopted by Convention states in part as 


follows: 


1. The NFU endorses the concepts of orderly marketing for 
livestock and livestock products. Supply management is 


an integral part of the orderly marketing system but 

should not be interpreted as inward looking or as 
recommending overly restrictive production controls. 

We believe production must be geared to regulated expansion 
in order to meet effective market demand and fulfill human 


needs. 
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The marketing of all feed grains sold commercially in 
Canada should be regulated by a Canadian Grains Board 


which would be an extension of the present concepts of 

the Canadian Wheat Board. Only through such a regulatory 
agency can a meaningful price relationship be established 
between the major input costs of livestock production and 

the prices received by livestock producers. 

The NFU calls for the organization of a National Meat Authority 
for the marketing of livestock and livestock products with 
authority to manage supplies and regulate imports. 

Inherent in such a National Authority would also be considera- 
tions for: 

a) The transfer of market powers from the provinces 


en IER tae peur a asennad eet ear tan 


to the National Authority; 


b) The establishment of production targets and the negotia- 
tion with each province of market sharing agreements, 


the regulatory role to be assumed by provincial 
marketing agencies or marketing powers in cases where 
agreement of provinces to transfer necessary powers 


cannot be attained. 


c) Research programs for export market expansion and the 


negotiation of trade agreements,as well as the organiza- 
tion of inventory disposal programs,would be necessary 
areas of jurisdiction for a NMA if price stability is 
to be achieved. 

a) Price stabilization programs indexed to reflect pro- 
duction costs and returns to labour and investment 
would be negotiated between federal and provincial 


governments and producers as represented by the NFU. 
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e) In supply management situations, under no circumstances 
should quotas be marketable or negotiable between 
producers. Legislation should exclude chain stores, 
packing plants, feed companies, and other agribusiness 
firms from sharing production rights. 

f) The auction method of selling livestock for slaughter 
snould be abandoned including the electronic gimmickry 
of the teletype auction method. 

g) Grading systems should be improved to more truly reflect 
the value of animals while retail meats sold to con- 
sumers should be clearly identified as to grade and 
quality. 

h) There should be control over mark-ups by firms handling, 


processing and retailing meat products. 


71. These, in essence, are the concepts of NFU policy recommendations 
for the restructuring of the livestock marketing and pricing system. 
72. ‘We recognize the opposition these suggestions invoke in the minds 
of some of the so-called “free traders” who vociferously oppose them. 
However, the free enterprise market system has been repeatedly dis- 
credited and proven unworkable in returning just and equitable prices 
to producers. The vested interest groups in this and other countries 
who exploit farmers through it are themselves unwilling,in the sale 

of their productivity, to resurrect a marketing dinosaur that they 
have long since abandoned. 

73. Farmers are traditional risk takers in the food production 

cycle. These risks are substantial enough in livestock production 
without abandoning to the whims and fantasies of buyers the arbitrary 


privilege of dictating price. This simply is not any longer 
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characteristic of generally accepted sound business practice. 
74. Our challenge to this Commission is to examine our proposals for 
a new direction in beef marketing through bringing about fundamental 


changes which are obviously necessary. 


All of which is respectfully submitted by 


THE NATIONAL FARMERS UNION. 
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Cattlemen tell beef industry probers. 
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By THOMAS KENNEDY 

Special to The Globe and Mail 

CALGARY Cattlemen 
are afraid that governments 
may introduce regulations 
and possibly set up a market- 
ing board for. the domestic 
beef trade, citing the de- 
pressed state of the beef cat- 
tle industry as their reason 
for intervention. 

The Western Stockgrowers 
Association told the federal 
Commission of Inquiry into 
Beef Marketing that producers 
“will oppose any interference 
in our business” under the 
pretext of helping to resolve a 
situation brought on by the 
glut of beef on Canadian and 
other markets. 

Neil Harvie, president of 
the WSA, an affiliate of the 
Canadian Cattlemen’s Asso- 
ciation, the umbrella organi- 
zation for primary producers, 
said producers ‘acc 
present market conditions as 
the price to be paid for hav- 
ing a free marketing system. 

“It is a temporary problem, 
although we are not minimiz- 
ing the adverse impact of 
conditions on our members. 

“The commission ought to 


— 


Vek 7> 
help to tune up the existing  « 


_ dust 


UP Rik 3 ‘ 


system of marketing (essen- 
tially by responding to supply 
and demand considerations) 


because by and large it” 


Serves the purpose’ of or- 


derly marketing of th : 
pee eee) of the prod- 


The three-member commis- 
sion, which has concluded two 
days of preliminary public 
hearings following a similar 
session last week in Toronto, 
is attempting to find explana- 
tions for the apparently con- 
tradictory state of affairs in 
the beef industry. 

Producers claim they are 
losing money on raising beef 
cattle and argue for substan- 
tially higher prices. Interme- 
diaries, such as packers, gave 
evidence of marginal profits 
in their operations at atime 
when many consumers feel 
that beef prices are too high. 

g_ fo Mr, Harvie, 
producers ‘‘are not looking for 
a_new system of marketing 
and._the present bad_market 
conditions have brought about 
what _we see as an exercise of 
_Self-analysis to make our in- 
more efficient. mm 
Government intervention, 


whether by regulation or a 
marketing board, would be 
counter-productive and “‘en- 
tice new entrants into the 
business and not promote effi- 
ciency,” he said. As it is, cat- 
tlemen say, producers “do not 
get anything extra for turning 
out an efficient (high-meat 
content) animal.”’ 

Another WSA spokesman 
cautioned that the provinces 
that might do something for 
their own cattlemen’ could 
“create a domestic war with 
subsized 


of another province. Whatever 


is contemplated for this in- , 


dustry, it should be on a uni- 
form scale across Canada.” 


As stated in earlier submis- |; 
sions, cattlemen would only - Ottawa changes in federal 


consider a minimum stop-loss. 


scheme of governmental fis- 
cal assistance and rejected all 


incentive and insurance pro- | 


sals. 

The cattlemen said ‘“med- 
dling” by governments in the 
cattle and the agriculture in- 
dustry is responsible for some 
of their predicaments, and 
any extension of governmental 
presence in the business 


cattlemen in one | 
province battling the treasury: 


marketing board, 


would only make matters 
worse.” 

“Government action taken, 
so far, has blunted the market 
signals and it is responsible 
for the present (beef market) 
conditions,’ the spokesmen 
charged. 

They singled out “‘unreliable 
government forecasting 
(mostly from the federal 
level) projecting an unlimited 
future for beef producers, 
especially in the export field, 
that has not materialized to 
any extent and programs (in 
Alberta) to encourage people 
to get into the beef business” 
by offering provincial loans at 
the time when producers 
would like to see fewer live- 
stock operators. 

“We have a deep-seated dis- 
trust of all governments mak- 
ing decisions for us,” cattle- 
men told the commission. 
They said governments should 
attend to specific tasks that 
could assist cattlemen in a 
positive fashion. 

They cited the recent in- 
crease in rail freight rates 
that has made it more attrac- 
tive to send live cattle to mar- 
kets in Eastern Canada. Pro- 
ducers favor a greater degree 
of processing in Western Can- 
ada and have argued that 
transportation charges should 
permit preparation of more of 
the dressed beef and fabri- 
cated (cut up) meats on the 


spot. 

Sones Nest Pass freight 
rates have penalized beef pro- 
ducers to the tune of 40 cents 
a bushel in extra charges on 
feed grain shipments. The 
WSA has asked for a suspen- 
sion of these rates on domes- 
tic feed grain movements or 
the establishment of a futures 
market in feed grains in Al- 
berta to rectify the discrepan- 
cies. 

The cattlemen urged the 
commission to recommend to 


taxation of producers. This, 
they said, would be ‘‘superior 
to ad hoc subsidy 


They proposed the ‘‘capital 
herd concept,” in practice in 
the United States. This puts 
an investment value on cattle 
and provides the same kind of 
tax treatment for livestock as 
for most other capital in- 
vestments. 


meddling 


Other recommendations in- 
cluded tax provisions to en- 
sure the transfer of the family 
farm as a viable economic 
unit to children who intend to 
carry on the operations and 
the spreading of the averag- 
ing period for tax assessment 


beyond the current five years. 
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By JOE MA 

CALGARY (CP) — Higher re- 
tail prices, reduced government 
intervention, freer movement of 
cattle across the U.S. border 
and correction of transportation 
inequities were advocated Tues- 
day by beef industry represen- 


tatives before a federal com- 
mission. 
The commission was ap- 


pointed in January to tonduct 
public hearings across Canada 
on the various aspects of beef 
marketing, including why 
“prices being paid by con- 
sumers for beef and veal seem 
to be high in relation to pro- 
ducer returns.” 

The Canadian Cattlemen’s As- 
sociation, (CCA) while calling 
for retail price increases, said 
Canadian -cattlemen do not want 
unnecessary government inter- 
vention in marketing. However, 
the association said an investi- 
gation should be made on the 
Montreal market. ~ 

Gordon Parke of Cache 
Creek, B.C., CCA president, and 
John Nielson, president of 
Burns Meats Ltd. of Calgary, 
said despite the cost of ship- 
ping, beef could often sell in 
Montreal at lower prices than 
in western Canada. 

Mr. Nielson told commission 
‘chairman Maxwell Mackenzie 
of Ottawa and members Lydia 
Patry-Cullen of Montreal and 
Hu Harries of Edmonton: 

“Montreal is the largest mar- 
ket for western’ beef, Trade 
practice is to slaughter and'ship 
' most of the beef to Montreal be- 
fore the sellirig price is deter- 
mined. This puts the seller at a 
decided disadvantage.”’ 

Mr. Parke said ‘‘a most pecu- 
liar arrangement” exists’ be- 
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tween the Montreal-based ation is ‘‘opposed to any major 
wholesale trade and western structural or philosophical 


packers, whereby the freight changes in our current. market- 
rates become. progressively ing practices.’’ The association 
lower when larger loads of. wants no marketing boards or 


western beef are shipped east. other “legislated supply con- 
For example, the freight from trols.” 
Calgary is $5.58 per 100 pounds ‘It is moreover a policy of 
on a 36,000-pound load, but $4.55 the CCA that the Canadian beef 
on a 60,000-pound load. industry should be an integral 
“The wholesalers in Montreal part of the North American 
have successfully institutional--cattle and beef market,” the 
ized an arrangement whereby CCA’ brief said, ‘Accordingly 
they automatically receive a we must not create a market 
payment of 75 per cent of the system that in any way im- 
savings associated with this re pedes the movement of cattle or 
duced rate,” Mr, Parke said. beef__north and south, across 
Jim Wilfley, president ‘Vee 


of the border.” 
Lakeside Farm Industries Ltd. 


However, Charles Gracey, 
of Brooks, Alta., said there is a CCA general manager in To- 
“freight differential of $1.51 per ronto, qualified the statement 
100 pounds live cattle versus by saying that as the U.S. in- 
dressed, west to east.’’ dustry is 10 times as large as 
Plus the effects of the Crows- Canada’s, ‘‘absolute free trade 
nest agreement on statutory must be regarded as an in- 
grain shipping rates, “I can appropriate posture.” 
take my live cattle and my feed The association is proposing a 
grown at Brooks, ship them to system of escalating tariffs, 
Ontario, feed them. out and whereby a maximum of 48,000 
slaughter and make more head of U.S. cattle could enter 
money than I can in Brooks,’ Canada each year at a tariff of 
Mr. Wilfley said. 1.5 cents a pound, versus a 
Mr. Nielson said one of the maximum of 400,000 head in re- 


“problems leading to a low level verse, direction. Canadian tar- 


of efficiency and consequently iffs on U.S. cattle should esca- 
higher production costs—ulti- late progressively as the num- 
mately passed on to the con-- bers increase. 
sumer—is the ‘‘serious over-ca- Mr. Wilfley said the federal 
pacitv’” in western Canada, government ‘Should not be in- 
where 85 per cent of the na- volveil in our industry in any 
tion’s beef cows are located. way that will distort the signals 

This is especially critical in from the marketplace.”’ 
Alberta. ‘“‘At present this prov- “I believe we in Canada must 
ince probably has 50 per cent work in a North American or 
excess capacity for beef and 75 world beef market, We have the 
per cent excess capacity for potential to produce more than 
pork,’’ Mr. Nielson said. our own requirements at com- 

Mr. Parke said while the petitive prices, and we should 
existing marketing . system exploit the world market 
could be improved, the associ- through free trade.” 
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ne quotas en cattle and 
f moving from the United 
fes to Canada should be 
od and tariffs eliminated, 
‘ording to Dominion Stores 
, of Toronto. 

the United States should 
) be encouraged to do the. 
ne thing in the opposite 
ection, ihe company said in 


juiry into the Marketing of: 
ef. 

the recommendation was 
e of 13 proposals the com- 
ay made to the commis- 
wn, which has held two days 
preliminary hearings in To- 
nto and will hold two in Cal- 


Ty. 

Dominion Stores, one of 
ir major companies invited 
make presentations in the 
jronto round of hearings, di- 
‘eted most of its recommen- 
htions {o beef producers and 
le practices. they should fol- 
w to improve the marketing 
/ beef and veal in Canada. 
for example, the supermar- 
let chain suggested finishing 
leiiers to higher weights and 
eveloping feeding programs 
b bring veal to market with 
ighter color. 

But when it got closer to 
home, the company had little 
lo say. It recommended no 
Vhanges in beef marketing at 
hither the packinghouse or re- 
fail level. 

/ And when commissioner Hu 
Marvics asked Chester Wilcox, 
meat merchandising manger 
if Dominion Stores, whether 
ae company had any recom- 
Inendations on policy at the 
Mr. Wilcox: re- 


— 


session, the 
questions were more pointed 
hand they. pressed harder for 
answers from company repre- 
sentatives. 

Mirs. Patry-Cullen, for ¢x 
maple, wanted to know what 
the company’s tetail pricing 
policy is. Mr. Wilcox said 
P prices sel by competitors 
Mwere the major Tacior in de- 
iermining Dominion Stores 
| price levels, 


q 


brief to the Commission ot 


SW\AK oh 1 
But_he would not say, 00 
wiatier how. hard she pressed. 


him, which supermarket 


chain set, retail prices in the 


Montreal market more_olten 
than any other chain, 

All he would say was that 
Dominion was one of the ma- 
jor chains in the Montreal 
market and a price Jeader in 
the market. 

Nor would he tell Mrs. 
Patry-Cullen what_long-term 
effect_on_beef_ prices results 
from periods wnen supermar: ° 


kets appear to -be trying to 


ouldo each other in promoting 
special prices on beet. 
He_also avoided a direct re” 
sponse. about wh ether the 
company. sells only steer beet 
because of consumer demand. 


Rather, he explained, han- 
dling only steers. preferably 
in a narrow 600-pound carcass 
weight range, allows the com- 
pany to set prices across its 
stores on a consistent and 
know-cost basis in handling 
steer rather than heifer car- 
casses. Heifer carcasses 
would have different yields— 
probably. 3 to 4 per cent less 
in retail cuts—when processed 
by the company’s. butchers 
than steer carcasses would. It 
was claimed at the hearing 
‘hat Dominion is the only su- 
permarket chain that handled 
only steer beef. 

Nr. Wilcox conceded that 
the consumer making a beef 
purchase cannot tell whether 
the cut comes from a steer or 
a heifer carcass. 

He also indicated that there 
is no profit in beef retailing at 
present. Data presented in the 
Dominion Stores brief showed 
that in the week ended March 
8 in the Toronto market the 
company realized a total 
mark-up of $20.68 on a 289- 
pound beef side that cost 
$205.19, a 9.16 per cent retail 
margin. 

In a position similar to that 
taken by Mr. Wilcox, Allan H 
Beswick, . vice-president of 
Swift Canadian Co. Ltd. of To- 
ronto, said, when asked by 
about 
weaknesses in the system: /t 
find it_difficult at this time to 
identify any. serious _weax- 
ness.’ 

in its brief, Swift said 


there. are obly two general 
weaknesses in the system. 
‘In meat packing, the com- 
petitive nature of the busi- 
ness, perishability of the prod= 
uct and long distance to some 
markets may, at times, ad~- 
versely affect earnings and 
cause ‘inefficiencies and dis- 
tortions in the system.” 
And, “when changes occur 
in the beef system due to cost 
of inputs, demand or govern- 
ment action, Canadians tend 
to respond in an emotional 
way.” . 
When asked by Dr. Harries 
about emotional responses, 
Mr. Beswick used as an ¢x~ 
ample the heavy purchases of 
meat for home freezers in Au- 


gust, 1973, when -beef prices 


were peaking at record levels. 
But Dr. Harries interpreted 

that event. differently. 
Consumer behavior at that 

time would “indicate they 


reacted in the absence of the - 


best information we could 
give them,” Dr. Harries said. 
“mn a free market system, if 
you do not have adequate ac- 
curate information in ~ the 
hands of the people who make 
the decisions, the system will 
not function.” 

Dr. Harries ‘also questioned 
Mr. Beswick closely on 
whether the value of the by- 


products in beef packing—the - 


bones,. tallow, hide and the 
like—covers the cost of pro- 
cessing. ~ 

Mr. Beswick agreed that 
most of the time in the past 
four years this was true but, 
on occasion recently, it has 
not been. 

“Mrs. Patry-Cullen, a former 
director of advertising for 
Steinberg’s Ltd. of Montreal, 
questioned Mr. Beswick on 
the company’s involvement in 
advertising and promotion by 
food retailers. 

Mr. Beswick said the com- 
pany does not advertise beet 
through joint programs with 


the industry, but, in the case. 


of meat products such as wie- 
ners, on which the company 
label appears, retailers earn 
credits on the volume of pur- 
chases they make from Swift. 


They can use these credits to 


ea ine 0 i pa ett 


part . of 


offset the cost of advertising. 
and promotion campaigns 
that feature Swift products. 

_ But_he_ did_not answer di-_ 
rectly when she asked him if 
the company had the power to_ 
look at the real cost of adver- 
tising to the food retailer to 
check whether the credits_ 
were actually being expended” 
on its behalf. oe 

“Do you believe you are 
getting the corporate advertis- 
ing you are paying for?” 

Or does the chain run ad- 
vertisements that feature 
enough products for which it 
earns credits from suppliers 
so that advertisements “could 
make’ a rather large profit for 
the retail chain,” she won- 
dered. Indeed, she asked, 
does the credit system gener- 
ate enough revenue for the 
retail chain so it would never 
need to include advertising as 
2 cost of doing business? (In 
the Monday hearing, Loblaws 
Ltd. of Toronto presented a 
brief that did not list advertis- 
ing as one of its costs of re- 


tailing beef, ) 


Mr. Beswick answered by 
saying that Swift has never 
called its program a co-opera- 
tive advertising program, but 
has come up with various 
names from year-to-year as 
its merchandising 
techniques. “‘l ean't say 
whether there’s an overlap (of 
credits that would more than 
cover the cost of the adver- 
tisement).”” 


When Mr. Beswick defended 
the marketing system, saying 
that influences outside the 
system are often responsible 
when some segment of it is 
not profitable, Mrs. Patry-Cul- 
Jen asked him if advertising 
could be an outside influence. 


She noted that ‘‘extra-super 
advertising on special items, 
forcing them down the throat 
of the consumer, is what I 
call an outside influence in 
your—I should say. our—free 
enterprise system.” 

But, Mr. Beswick defended 
advertising by saying “no one 
says ‘thou shalt eat thal balo- 
ney’. 


ind to quotas, tariffs on U.S. beef proposed 
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Beef commission hec 
of heifer and 


TORONTO (CP) 
Dominion Stores Ltd., the 
country’s biggest 
supermarket chain, Tuesday 
denied an allegation that it 
unnecessarily is pushing up 
food bills by selling only top- 
quality meats. 

The allegation was made by 
Lydia Patry-Cullen, one of a 
three-member federal 
commission making inquiries 
into beef marketing. The 
commission was initiated 
following consumer protests 
against rising beef prices and 
producer complaints that 
their returns are too low in 
the face of rising feed costs. 


The Montreal marketing 
consultant asked why cheaper 
but equally nutritious heifer 
meat isn’t sold alongside 
prime steer beef at 
Dominion’s 400 stores. 


NIGENE. (F79R 

The cost of heifer beef 
would be between three and 
four per cent lower than from 
steers, commissioner Hu 
Harries, an Edmonton 
economist, said. 

Chester Wilcox, Dominion 
meat merchandising 
manager, replied that his 
company sells only steer beef 
because its quality is 
consistent, unlike the quality 
of heifer beef. And Dominion 
sold its steer beef at the same 
price its competitors sold a 


mixture of steer and heifer 
beef. 

Dominion also filed a 
breakdown of costs and retail 
prices of all types of beef 
which ‘appeared to 
substantiate previous 
industry claims that there is 
little or no profit under 
current beef price levels. 


Railway expert 


to reveal 


EDMONTON (CP) — A’Cana? 


profit 


He said the cost of railway 


dian National Railways witness | equipment is a factor in setting 


would not tell the federal in- 


quiry_into beef marketing what | cattle 


rates, Cars used to ship live 


were considerably less 


profit the railway makes on | expensive to build and maintain 


shipment _ 
Canada from Alberta 


Tom Norwood of Montreal, 
CN’s market manager for food 
and agricultural products, Tues- 
day told Hu Harries, one of the 
inquiry commissioners, he was 
oe sure that we can tell you 

atin 


Nor would he tell Dr. Harries 
whether the railway prefers to 
carry live or dressed meat, 

Mr. Norwood was one of six 
witnesses appearing before the 
inquiry’s three members during 
the second and final day of 
hearings here. 

He told Dr. Harries it costs 

$4.77 for each 100 pounds to ship 
dressed meat to Montreal and 
Toronto from Edmonton, com- 
pared with $3.95 a hun- 
dredweight to ship live cattle. 
. Mr. Norwood told the inquiry 
that transportation costs in the 
beef industry are not usually 
treated as a cost of production 
as.they should be. 


of meat to eastern | than 


the refrigerated cars 
needed to ship processed meat. 
In an exchange with Perry 
Cowawof Néw Norway, Alta., a 
National Farmers’ Union local 
repre sentative, commissioner 
Lydia Patry-Cullen of Montreal 
said the NFU was ‘“‘dreaming’”’ 
if it expected provinces to give 
up their powers to a proposed 
national meat authority. 

“I’ve never met so many sep- 
aratists as I have in Alberta,” 
she said at one point. 

Later, she told a reporter she 
“shouldn’t have said that, but it 
came from the heart.” 

Both Dobson Lea, president of 
Alberta’s Unifarm, and Sten 
Berg of the Alberta Export 
Agency told the inquiry im- 
proved -market information is 
necessary in the beef industry. 

‘Mr. Lea said any market sys- 
tem functions best at both the 
producer and consumer level 
when buyer and seller have 
equal access to information. 


er mec 


i fe 


commission’s first day of 
operation, Canada Packers 
and Loblaws Ltd. were heard. 


During the week ended 


March 8, Dominion bought a 
side of beef at 71 cents a 
pound and sold it at an 
average of 78 cents a pound, 
the statement said. 


On Monday, during the 


Canada _Packers_ President 


_W._F. McLean told the 
commission the company 
purchases its cattle on 
whatever system producers 
want, whether through 


terminal auction, country 


auction or direct purchases. 

Responding to a 
commission question, be also 
said government stabilization 
of the beef industry is not 
coinpatible with relatively 
free trade arrangement with 
other markets, particularly 
the United States. 


refuses 
levels 


Mr. Berg said packing plants 
should be required to provide 
daily market information on all 
direct sales of slaughter cattle 
and on prices paid, ‘‘to remove 


manipulation from the market.’’: 


Hugh Scott of Fairview, Alta., 


who told commissioners he has. 
been in the beef business since: 


1918. urged cbolition of federal 
programs that encourage live- 
stock production. 

“Incentives to produce more 
cattle are a boon to the con- 
sumer but a detriment to pro- 
ducers,” he said, because in- 
centive programs resulted in 
overproduction, 

He also said there is a need 
to encourage more young men 
to enter livestock production. 

Mrs. Patry-Cullen asked: 
‘“‘Why not more young women?”’ 

“Because it’s hard to get 
them to throw bales,’? Mr. Scott 
replied. 

The’ commission, headed by 
Maxwell MacKenzie of Ottawa, 
was to move to St. Paul, Alta., 
Tuesday night; Lloydminster, 
Sask., today; Stettler, Alta., 
Thursday and Innisfail, Alta., 
Friday before meeting May 25- 
27 in Calgary. 


- ee otal 
re Mmorits 
bed FG bad FD 


cirgued 


‘‘What’s more, I’m not sure 
it’s desirable,’ he said. “If 
you start to stabilize income 
in the beef industry, you have 
to devise a mechanism for 
regulating output.” 

Loblaws’s _brief_was_not. 
made public but vice- 
president David Bone said 
that if cattle prices are 50 
cents a pound, it costs the 
store $1.17 a pound, across 
the whole carcass, to put beef 
in the retail counter without 
any profit being made. 

The commission, head 

by Maxwell Mackenzie, 
former deputy minister in the 
department of trade and 
commerce and defence 
‘production, will hold 
hearings across the country 
during the next 242 months. 

“Part of our inquiry will . . 
. Study the various systems 
used for other commodities 
in Canada and the different 
livestock systems in other 
countries to see if there is 
anything we can learn from 
them that would be helpful in 
the marketing of beef and 
veal in Canada,” he said. 

Dominion also 
recommended to the 
commission that quotas on 
cattle and beef moving from 
the United States into Canada 
be lifted and tariffs 
eliminated. 

The U.S. should also be 
encouraged to do the same 
thing, the company told the 
commission, which ended 
two days of preliminary 
hearings Tuesday. 

Allan H. Beswick, vice- 
president of Swift Canadian 
Co. Ltd. of Toronto, said he 
found it “difficult at this time 
to identify any serious 
weaknesses” in the Canadian 
retail beef marketing system. 

He did say, however, that 
Canadians respond 
emotionally when beet prices 
are raised. 
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APPENDIX "C" 


Table 1 Canada: Slaughter Cattle Imports from U.S., 1966 to date 


er SS rs tn st Se ST A NE TS 


NQuarters 
as II eter IV Year 

1966 487 aioe -- TeZae 7,729 
1967 3,414 8 1,946 18,551 24,009 
1968 PI USy -= 25 46 Ly2L6 
1969 -= 245 Zi 36 308 
1970 914 102 -— 52,442 53,458 
1971 36,205 8,778 1,569 8,996 55,548 
1972 5,958 24,910 2,843 31,192 64,003 
1973 4,015 6,487 53,733 144,304 208,539 
1974 63,677 2,816 9,875 32,839 109,207 
Source: Agriculture Canada, iiarket Information Section 


Table 2 Canada: Slaughter Cattle Exports to the U.S., 1966 to date 


it RY IIl IV Year 
Number 
1966 6,576 7,929 18,753 pee 39,5380 
1967 1,929 gE ae | 4,505 See ae Ae: 12,025 
1968 19,368 12,577 67.059 6,279 Roya fe 
1969 Leoou ina toys) Sh he PC | Ope 26,536 
1970 4,753 4,966 4,886 Zoe A ip Bere ay 
1971 ay i) 3 7o he 3,001 1,495 11,346 
1972 PSLOL 2,340 2,931 Serie) 10,767 
1973 379.1 5,454 4,238 2,543 16,146 
1974 3,744 1,699 853 1,865 8,167 


Source: Agriculture Canada, tiarkets Information Section 
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Page 2 
Table 3 Canada: Exports of Feeder Cattle, 1966 to date 200-700 lbs. 
i! II III IV Year 
1966 58,106 23,196 47,9023 153,970 282,295 
1967 4,448 1,943 SOyo be 83,895 119,898 
1968 16,355 11,938 26,279 58,165 112,740 
1969 chore by | abet AY, 1,736 6,222 137745 
1970 268 3890 1,820 4,556 7,024 
1971 1,947 1,165 3,589 11,284 17,085 
1972 1,114 1,696 3,653 54,514) 60,604 
1973 36,768 48,772 3L9i35 17,935 134,610 
1974 10,927 1,134 595 shed ORIEN GPa 


1/ Estimated 


Canadian Imports and Exports of Beef 1965-1972 


Table 4 

Beef Imports Beef and Veal Exports 

U.S. Oceania Total U.S; Other Total 
million lbs. million lbs. 

1965 12.4 4.8 L72 72.0 LOe7 82.7 
1966 16.8 6.7 23.6 56.4 5.0 62.2 
1967 2057 13.4 34.5 C520 4.2 232 
1968 16.5 ay [es 33.9 47.5 Hc See hy 
1969 14.2 104.1 Lee 4 45.9 5.0 50.9 
1970 SoS 128.6 144.1 83.5 Paid 90.2 
1971 29057 85.9 115.'6 80.4 6.6 87.0 
1972 363 106.3 144.5 58.8 8.8 67.6 
1973 42.6 PiSa5 167.2 56.5 2.5 66.0 
1974 18.6 109.7 119.3 S5c7 &,9 40.6 
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Calgary over Omaha 
3rd _q 4th q Ist gq 


ist g 
1968 -.66 
1969 -1.43 
1970 +1.29 
1971 +15 
1972 -~.92 
1973 -2.34 


1974 2.83 
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Table 5 Price Differential Choice Steers U.S. and Canada 


Quarterly 1968 to 1974 


2nd q 

-.04 +.39 

-.26 -.29 
+1515 +1.14 
+. 34 reg Arran pf 
+.48 -2.62 
-~1.70 ad Bes | 
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January 1, 


Steers 
l year older 


Beef heifer 


Calves 
Under 1 year 


Cows (beef) 
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00 


700.4 


476.4 


Seas 


$ per cwt. 


-.72 +1.63 
-.37 +.52 
+1.63 +2.79 
-.33 +2.23 


+44 +1.67 
+5.69 tarat30 
+10.57 Oe Fe 


% change 


1975/74 East 


% ‘900 

+ 3 744 
+11 746 
+ 7 27005 
+ § 3,440 


2nd q 


+1.44 
+1.04 
+2.77 
+1.71 
+1.30 
- .33 
+7.57 


% change 
1975/74 


+14 


Toronto over Omaha 


3rd g 


+1.89 
+1.99 
+1.56 
+1.41 
+ .48 
+4.14 
+3.20 


% change 
East 1975/74 
‘000 S 
1,449.4 + 9 
1,174.4 +1 
PRCA GE) S| 


4th q 


+1.25 
1.21 
+3550 
+1.89 
+2.01 
+6.90 


+13.11 


Steers, Heifers and Calves on Farms 
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Table 7 United States Cattle on Feed January 

1973 1974 1975 
Steers 
500-699 lb. 2488 1953 1365 
700-899 lb. 3144 2947 2132 
900-1099 lb. 2549 2776 2252 
1100 + lb. 632 988 665 
Total 9878 9484 6907 
Heifers 
500-699 lb. 1354 1019 782 
700-899 lb. 1184 1198 969 
900-1099 lb. 498 586 441 


Total Chaat | 3497 2641 
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